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2.1 gg3iftftcft ft fftfiftg ft fR ftfttfftg gft wflw ftt fcir 3T«n^RT ft^TT £ I 

2.2 ijRafrM ft gjgft 3T«rrci^=r ft fft*gferfftRT giftt gg Bc^ri fftgn t .-- 

(i) 1 aig^R, 2000 % 18 gftgR 2000 gg> SFRH ftftS ft FRET RT 

32 'afePJTft A ft 12 gftfgTfti ft ^!cl£t ^fgftg ft> aRlftcf fftgft^ct ftH( gft TR 
g^f^rar i 

(ii) g-ftt gwcft 4 fftftg, ft g>pft g>g tit grift gt g>rm fan, fftrggft arami grftr 

gft fftpftcnft g©n ft ftggfiftgft aft ftftt 1 1 

(iii) ggaiftrgftt cjft g^gg Ran a? a> arggjg fg ^r-whI ft fftaffftt ftftn aft w 

an? feRTTl 

(iv) t gggn ft g*jft an 3ngjR tftaT ft i ftfftgr gog aft gf ^ ft f& aR-aR ?o nana at 
argft ftrft ft, ygtggrftt aft air? ft ermaiftt aaaft £ anan Trig aft fftarft arcft 
tfiE<n?g arf$r an ; jgggg ft gaiar ft1 

2.3 ftgftftft# ft ggft fftaKlft fftHffttfeg fftftag fft>g ft :- 

(i) gian gft go 9 at aran fftsngg gft rang $ vaaR ftt fgar£t ^aftg ai ggj|ft aft 
TRfjtfer fftgn ang i ftTRftt "^aftg ft Ynf^tef aft ft crgjft ft ^jft aft 3rafft aft ^nfftct g 

tftan ang att?gs} (aft 3Rrafe) gjfgft, grerarg aft gft ft Hgift ft ftanr cigig 
<jg ftrft g> gig a?i % rant aa? at wr an nfftncrg f%rr grrr i 

(ii) Tggjtrg'ft ft Han fft>g gg ^rcmTgY at teTT? fftaftraft ft fta^ %nt$ grg Praffar 

efgn ^ 45000 gg gf?t t^-g aft i am: Etgn gg gft ggftg ft 
g?gft ggg grgg^ ^ wj ft gg inm t) 

(iii) ^gg grfftgggg gig sregig gft ’jft gg? gftten gift g>g gft ^nftt gg gg> ^ fog? 

g ftft £ tcir 3ftrRg arTftgr gT% fftgn grgj I gf fftftgg w gig git eng ft ^gggr 
llj-gr ggr t fft^ nog nfttggT ftft ft ^ gg gwftt n? gtfegr sgra gt gggig gft gig 
gspft ^ l 


3 ggftnftftt ^ awnftgg <r ggft 5 ^ngft. 2001 gft 3mftt tggi ft tftw ftEm 1 w fftftn 
f?En ggT fft> ^gftg ^ ggg <$ fcrftg ftgft ft ^gftg gft gftt«n ggft & fcfl? 3ftggrRcn 
ggftgr^t gft gng 1 ftgfftf anftg vsnft g^ft ftgftt ggftftftftt gi fftftgg gft gftggg gft fft^n ggi 1 n? 
fft4n fc-igi rpn f-ft W4 04> gftten g5) cfgftgi^t g?vft g$ gfgmggnw ft?rtfftg anft?T ^gft gft amn 
frg gg? 31 3 iggT, 2000 gt ?gTft anft^i ft jjeet: {ft^ftRg sggw cinj ^ftt l fg iftftftt gft ^?)ftgT 
^gfttfttet gft ft ftt g^ ft I 
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4.1 ffantffar nffan fa 3rg?rr? nnfaM fa arwnfan fa nn> nffa nern nfannrfa fa nffaffaffa 

fawfa fa tfafaf WT fa ?fafa fa nfa fa cRlfa fa ^ ^ ?Rn fa nft fa nnfa ffafarfa fa teP? fafa fa | 

??T ?tfa fa JTM MM n? ?fl? ??T H^TV I :- 

nrvfatn yfatn gldwiifl ?fa (afaynr;?nj) 

(i) nn ffadnfa fa ffanfa fa far n?R fan nnn ffafafa farfaM fa 14 nfa? 2000 fa 

3mfa W fa ffa n^ ??f cKH n? 3TOfat fafffat fa fa* fa wfr fa ?rfanR fa n^RHT 

fafafa^ fart fa t ?fr n? ndfarr ffafanfa fa vnrnn fa i‘ 

(ii) nnfafafa fa 1 ] faR ?W V3RT fanH FTc^R fa fasfa §n fafanr fanfa ?fan fa fafa- 

fa nrafan aratfa fa nnffacr n vn?fa n? fa? nfa fan rnffat, ffanfa nrmnr nfafan, nfa? 
?JF fafa fa fa MtH ?? H<niV fa ?T5R fa fat? 3RJ MtHI fa 3m?T fa ffafa fa 'jfcRlfa 

.fa? cR^fa fa JTEfToH dMld nnifinn ^dd*] VdV W fa I 3TM fa flfaPjfa fa fa? fa 

nnn fat nsr fat? srffantfat ^tht farm 3 Rmt nffa nrnrfat fanr 3iw> fa? y»t nrnrn 
fatnr fa n n>?fa 3n?fafan far? mfatc? fafa n?fr fa nntfa far fa ?jn fasti fa in^nr fan 
VjJFT cfj]fa Jf?V?H nfafa fafa fa fat? nsnmjfan ffaj unfa fa I 

fadi fafaf ararra? ffafaacfi fan (fafanfarfafa 

(i) fafaffa facfat ?fatn fa ?rfaten vrnrnr ??r ?mn nffar fat ? ndtffa fara (jt fa nfafan 
nfaf fa fan fa fa fa n? ffafa n? nfafarffam tfafa ^ffa nn fafam <n?m fat fa fafa^ 
fa gel ^?r nfafa vfa fa? 'iffafan er?n 3 rmr? fafai fa t ffafa fatn? n? fafat 
?fan fafa fa fa 1 

(ii) fan far fa fan? ^fanM ?faten nfar fafanfaf??T^'dfafat@3tt? nfar fa 
nfafa ^r fa nnrn fat f 1 ?w fa?^T fa fat no 9 A ?rfa?n fa ?fa far t 1 fa vrfaerT 
ffanfafam nrwr? n? nfafar ^ •• 

(fa) facRf ngj q^pf 3igfa *t fatcTfa vfan fa fafa fa SfaTR faT Jrffat 

ffafn fan n^r n<s«iifa fam 1 nnfafafa faT vfaten fafa far nnjfaT fafa fa 
3mfa 3rfan ^t? fafafatt faft fa 3 twt? n? tfam nm t aror ?fa fa? fan 
fafat 1 

(vn) nnn ffatmnr ffafa fan fat fa nnnn fat t (fa ffa 3nfafan farm ^ ffarfa 
fafa? n? faeffa ?fatn far? fa fa ■fa, fa? ffafafa? nffarat t fa fafafann 
nmr fafar fa fan? nnnft t 1 3R: nfafat^M nn n? afam, tfa fafan 
wnfaRr? fanrofat n?fat t fat? nfat fa aiM nff cn? nfa, .fafafa fa? 
ffarnr? 1 ? 1 

(n) fafaR^r cd 31 faw, 2000 ^ 3 nfar 3 tfatn ?m % nn nramn t fa a?rfa 
?fan fa ?MW mfar fa ?rfat nffafarfafat fa ?fann nn onnn? fat nrnT nvn fa 
? fat fan nnfafafat ^ nfa no 9 fa ntc?n?n ?m ^<n?nn fatfa fa nn?fT fa fannfat 
?fan fa nfat^n nnfa fa snjfan n? ffan? nfat ffan nn ?mnn I 
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(d) JdttldRd f Tjff> dRHdH tf$5t ddRt dt IRdTd ft did dSflfad ^clft dftW 
^ dftsd dRf dtt ddTddi df d?ot ft ddtR tfdi t fd f^iRr f dfterr 
dRdT dffd dft ftdi, settled? dfstd- *jf ddd ft Icrftre: ddf ^ ddfrffd 

fk'c-lfl dftd Cf5t 3ftddlRcd d*ttgd ^ dRf ft Rttifq- <R yjdffdR dRf dd 
3HJv?m ffdJT ddT f I 

dy^iid f$id Tyd fe lydiRi i^n (g^din y) 

(i) dddTftft d dtdH ddel dT? (dcRJSR 2000) df ft dftfid dTffdd dd dldR dTdT f I 
dd ffcM ISrit ddi £ f^ ddd hh^h ft ftdd gj did Rts 3RRd> ft r^h ft f^ry 
ftkldd ft dUJ Tf S|RdT § iR<J dd^cR it ft dd^n'l dd dRt dTdT f dTdidTd ft dfldT 
I ddtfo frk+«R f dTdTJd 4Td dtt dRIdctt yf?R d?ft ^ft f dtd ddfl ^ddT fteTT 
fl ~d<ll £ tfr dTgTvl ddi ft «TRT dR-ddl ft dfkTT % I RtTltddf £RT M dR gTpnt 
vJdH «)> dRdk ddld dRf $ dfddjd 3RKJR it ft RJTdt it dRRfl did dtt dR|df} 

T fi?Rt d df dO 9 3tR 10 it RdH yd ddRTf Wcl ddTftd ftd t , 3ft? WTR1 d?RH 
f 3l'Rk( ft 3TfddT ddd cRidT f I dft ddR^T % % Rd^dR it dddt ddFt dd fddTR 
dRdT d^ddT f I d? f^lRl fttJel ddt if ddft Rft f I drR SRI JR^d OTdlf did dJ 
dl«ff £ I GTdEjR did ^ 20 ^ ^ 10 ^IddH f&d dT^ ^ dTd «I dldf^ dddd ^1 ofrdof 
dl dddM Rtd ^ tcld dTd Sj a|R ddd? Rdd*! did cPdl dHcj^ iyci dRcRI, 

2001 A d^d ft dd? dlcTdH ^ tcld dT3t Si I 

(ii) dvld fJTd ddtddiaft df ft ^ ^Jddi dt 3TJ0R df do 9 f dRRTRt dd dl^d- ^ 

3Td^RI Wfd ddd? (1.29 ffd), IfTtdd (2 05 ffd) 3ltd dRdft, 2001 (l.91 ffd) ^t 
'ddd|dd (2 41 tfd) dtt ^rFIT ^ ddd did 53fT | Hfd dRRtt cfr did \4ddldl d>t liWI 

dddfl dftdt ^r 3fR ft cpd ft dmyft ; 3tk ddfcny did ^ dr dtdd dtt ^darid dt 

idpid 3fdTTd tR ^gStd dtt dft^T dRf dd dff dddd tf'igif dft fdT I 

(iii) dlf dd^fld f^etft ddttd d dddt ^ fcky dftdT dRf dT^t dTcRirdt d> tcdy ffdtd df 
dTfdR d d>ddl 3dd?dck dd?d WT f dt 2 83 ffd dd df^d- Tjf 3RRtdd ^ dd^ ^ 
da} W dFl^t yt f dR dfcTdldt ^t dPddtf^d d>rt ^ foUJ ddft dRft ftft, wig 

fory ffRdd ddddt ^1 3dtt dftfifd dRft ftft I 

(iv) ^RTft ^d>td 4 2.83 ffd dtt d#d- 3tfdd 3Idf2t dd mR^cR dRf ^Udd dd?|dd 
dd fd (i) A dfttfd ddddt ^ dRRddt dt} dRRld Jdfldd 3Tdfst df ffdtRd ^ttdT A d6ct 
f) RlRtcf dR fcfdT ddT t I 

4.2 did! dlRldd iyg E3#d 4 sr f dff ffapft dft ^Tft f I 


5. ddtddl ddddt ^t SITdT RuiRldt dft STfrRd dff^ ^ddT ^ W A dd3Mtft df ^Idft d^ aft I 
IJddMtft SRI Wc^tR A IR^d d«fi ^IURP ddd? t :- 

(i) ^itRtd fddlft dd?td ^ 3tdfd dfSd- ddd df Hdtddl SRI dddt ^ d^ldR A |iy 
ffcid ddd ^f ifiiRlci dft tf>dl mini dltfd I 
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(ii) 3TFggr cftw aft cfam 3ifc sff ggggir gi gft 3 faggg -crag srt wff wmgT <£ 

gig gw ^ 1%g wt git ertF gidraid gg git^ jottf OTfrpg^, 

'4)*i , 'H 3J^ 1 7 3ttg 3T-F Wl&ft til'll Ffg-gR tils'll^ W? d-tO d#>l gg Htirti d^i f) I 

(iii) \5IFT dF> v^l^3tttg ^ gg gtgF it, FF FFTFr FFT it grig ^T ^ ^illfctcf 

ggitF (30 ftfcRg, 2000 W) git WTT #WFft t 30 gFFg; 1998 £ 3TT^T $ 
aFJFK uicRJH gWtft HFjgt F>t FHFdl gt 3T^gFl 3 gi) £ I ggifa ^ Ft^ FTcft 

3TTF <Pt vfcftTFT A&ft JTORt A <£ gggw FTc# 3TTF A fitt WfW W^T I 

(iv) ff 'hshIcI ItRtglRd gffFT ff g^ ggl gt 3rf^g>, ggr ft aigflFK u i gg^t g?TT3Tt 

$ HFTfcta Fd 5 F*t 3* R«TTFH gg 3TTFrftd FffT I FF WR ¥HI git M 3TFl^ 

gg FfR £ trig) gg gift hfif g£t g%gr altg f=tgfagit ftf ggg) gi gtggg g> gggg 

§g (5<>jsj gg ysi& g?ggT 3jrg?ggj ftft <nfA> gs? go 9 i? giwfUg? ogrrgggg gg ggr 
cpttft gn fft i 

(v) cRftng ggiR ff #ft w ^f&jof t % ff fstft 4 g^ groft git 

Fit) cMcfl Wd^d FSRN <FFF (^f ggFFT^ git jflcdlFF, 3TIFTfttd ^raTOft 3Tlf*i 
<£ feT? iVtfcrtt rfl SfA&Ifd 3TfSj^ 3T^m cFFcT) W 37^ g?T Fft if FtTF ^ 
JtfWTR T?t Fid I t I 

6. TR3TWt€1 ^ 3T2?1F f^FT FFT FT FF 3TcRJ«K 1995 $ 2000 dcF g5t 3TFf& 3fr? 3Tg^F7, 

2000 ^ M 2001 FFT <£) 3TFf& 4 F? TTFf^Tcf gfcTFRl £ #1 A (gf^T- ^ JftflSTT FFF gg 

vTcPTf-l m SjlF fcTc5W Ff^cT JT^d ^ I W37FM ^ 3T^H%d JRtfcT <fr? ^ t I 

7 . ?gr .FRof ^ A 14 ?($, 2001 cpt gr^RT ^ggr| gft M 3 ft? grcmn swr^ ^ 

grefiwg ^ fcnj ^ jrftf ^ w frcT w ff! g5! i T^gg ^ggr^ pr gm^r 

^ gm A PiHfaRiJd ftctgg ^ ■■- 

gy^iig fff ^ttf (xprsIVM) 

(i) ff arw g^ gW g Fl^ gg ^ A # l gst ff ^ gr^ 1>fF 

3TF?F grggT fIft l (^grft gg>lF ^ ^TFFcrn^ cigg ^(FT gg wigtin sjt , grater 
grg g^f ^) i 

(ii) F^i gicTFH git f^t grg^ g?t ^ft g^tt t; sffft 3FT^ 3rmgg git ^fSigsg 
^r g^nyi 3ftg g«t otR git gfg ^r g^t ? ff greg g^t ^ grgrcr i 

fIft FifftiuF gg goto ffct (^tgfrjftjn^) 


(i) ^g^t gg^cTT ftc^gr g?ft t I 2.83 ftg git ggtt t i gggfrM g^r gg^t gg TjFKr 
grg gFT t I 

(ii) ftftftf A ^ 13Ttg Fdg 2 g^ gxD 3r®g> gg irtPtFF grt% g>g gFT % l 

(iii) FF 3 TFM ^ gggtflg 3 ltgrg A gf^grtg git sFTg ^ t^ytRg gr^artgr aright git 
arerag g^t 1 %ft t i 
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8. ?w wrw4 3 sicrtft) ggfeft git fe t wafe xjwfetft nfei? few g> Ffegw g> 
fe 3 ^jtHT |4fed WW 4 fe ^ t I fW W4t ^RT3ft 4 fW orTel XR 4R feT ^fldl £ FF gR ^xicl 
few git ^cht 4 wwtfe fefe few git rpj wr 4 4'4^tfe ^n' ?t ^ t i 

9, ?W Wife cf§t gg4gi£l cfr few H^Rld WWW ^tRT cfr 4g4 4 4fc dlgffe feK-fe4 4> 

OTEfR xr PlHfclf^d f^lff WW^ feft t :- 

(i) ^ flRlft few gi 3 |g>fa, xrr X^fefe 4 RgiW fe[ XR RWI w4t WRWIWt XR 
flfe w 3lf«RT 5R ^?T 2JT I fxxfe few gi WWfe $ WWW XRR 4 get 4^<H^ few 
gi 4 <t4ct ferg ww gi liww gg 4t fe ffe l wf mfeRW ?w grgfe 4 
w?ww gft t l 

(ii) xiwfetft git ^rt $ argwR £r4 gTRi fcTxfro ggnmg fe skfe few g4 wt 4r gw 
xr arf^Rf ?t4 gfe iStPTcrR ^ wg4 4 t I f4:4f? W few gi 4w4g t4gR arra gw 
3 m A gwr t 4t fe gw few fe fet gfr gw3Tt<M git fel i xFg gron? 4 
wwtfe fxrfe few 4 xjfetxfe git gitf gg,wn wft fsrr t i 

(iii) 4 wt 1% vfewi f^m wm £ gwfetft git ^rt gi srgwR Vi^ife ggRnw ' 

xrt str gi 4fe A t gfi w 4^!^^ few ^ fenfe 3Tffer g>wn i fer mwig 4 
ggrw iw fe rt wm 7 i xrr gm 14«aigi w ggRiR grr ^4) g5t grar 

g4 g?itgT ^ f«f4 ggg git rIr argfxR efm g?gT rt ggnif t l gwR3%i i ggr 
^gr4t 4r RM ?t4 giet gt ^ xr ^ jnteRtrr ^ xfRitftg ^Fr 

hpj, gR?t ggg fMg gw ^ t?rgR f^gT an I gw wwg g? f44g fen trt an ijci 
wfe x4 niki fer gieT <Ngg c^t 'H'W°i gn angR g4! *ihi «n gg>gT I 44t t^rfci 4 
gci wfe ^ wg4 4 (4gTfen) fMw g^gn gn fefem g^nr wng g# ^ alk g 
ft ?wg4 wften g4 ang^ggHn f i 

(iv) ngg ^ g^'4^ifef gg^ng" gii gnwn g?f f^ gfen ^feg gggggng c4r 
^ cg> xr rtxj gft t i fxjRft feR 4 gtg gnr 4 gniggi 4 gm4 gr^l wgg git 
wtfer g^4 ^ ^ xr mfeRR 4 gfmg ^gfg git gng, gRf gwa fetg wn 4 
fejR fen an I gw wife 4 w4fe ggfeift 4 gn34xft£t 4 ggrar an % fw imicR 
g4 feift feg 4 wt14r g fen rr ggtt4> mgigwn 4 fetg fr4 4 fer gr4/ fet 
gi4 3FW WeRfFTt xr gitf JWig gft xjfgj | xftxjwsffe 4 4t ?W XR W?gf4 cggvl g4 
4t i gggwR g? f4fe fen gan an % few gi 4g4g gtgR urrh 4t xrr 4 nfe 
5 r 4 g4 3V<44 4 4gR g4 4 gg> git 3igt4 g4 gnf4w fem gnxRn I 3ig- ?w 
nraxng ^ Wgg 4 gitf xrffeg gR4 git 3ngvng>gi g# f I 

(v) fer f^ xfe gg^B fen ggr t, xm34iM irt gg^wn xri srfegg dfenr 
^ 'gcnwH' ^ wg4 4 t x 4 gw fvwft few gi 4g4g aifer fet f , 3t“R ggwggng 
gw a^eo> xr fe gi4 (4^>iRtg>) ggRTR ^ 4g4 4 4 I 

xjwfetft inw nfen? ^gf4g f^if4 4 ggr gwgT 1 14? xwrafxfet 4 stgggxr, 
2000 4 wf, 2001 4 4tw fefe 160 WRgigt 4 4 gfe 50 wnfe 4 xTTTfetft git 
ga} fewt xr tfe gg gggR gRWT w i ^w few g4 wwj gfe 4 xrr g4 ^w 
gfet 4 f4ww afefe 3im wwww ei nra Wt f I fe t^44 4 ?w 3w?fe gg 
gitf ggwn gft t f^ fx^ few gi wtxj wr4 4 xrr git fetw xr fe<£<g gwig 
xjgr % l 
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(vi) fefeM A Reran fefe nfer fe 3fe ftr ^ fefrfer fern nm t l feefe fefa Yr 
fer gi# atra nr rr^h rfeft feiftRt 3> ferfe fenR fern rift i i rfer ?fefe 
gw nsr gntfe feafegift A fenrgg Tjg# % fefer ^xs rant nr gnft fe# nfei 
g? feffet 3> w fegR fern nm err I fefeM fe feofe ^t fefet arra fe ran 
gg xjam 7 <trtt ^a^r gg rjsng nfe # fen ri "^ng t ferfe fenggnT A fe# # 
^“iwww nm n nfe gfe ffeR nm g>t Ffe gfeR feR r# i feRfexcTl n> 
32} few nt# fe anft ftr 3 fefrfer gfe^ 15% gsT fen w 1 1 ?fet nrfeM 
fettfer g?i fefe fe gafefest rftfiran ntja gR fefe sfrr ftfe A Rfen 1 n?r fe 
fe feftr gfe ran 3 mgR 3lV? ttcT 5 cfef ^ wigg.di A fe# fe f? fera 
A g? fe# fear! fe t fe nm frt fen ran# *t ftfe # ^mplt A Rifer rf 
iTFioit fe ^cRT A gnr fe ffe# w tftfiran fe ng# gR wm t 1 fe feifct it 
^jefe ?gfe ?f tfe cjicTl 3t##m ffeR 3tra it nffer it ^jfe tfe fe feng-n 

fe ti 3 cs 3 a#g £ fe nfeM gra # Rann fe# nr# 3 fefe-r gfe % fe 
nr# srra gg an^dn gfe wr ?r f^rfe fe fegnr ffen nm «n 1 i^rainM A fe 
£xra£t it fe^r 3 fa eFR ^ wtrfer nr tR n^ 2001-02 #r 2002-03 

^ fe? JTfcTcrt 245 efra TO # fejR 3 TFI ^ m ( 3 ratcT jJlUVjM A ^ ffecT W^R) 

srgrnn rw an 1 

(vii) iFfeV'M ^ nf 3 fn- ^ sra^n nt suftd n n>^r c^ ar^ra xr mfegRR sri wfifer 

«Ri^r to n?^r # fenR fem rt ^pn t 1 waqWfe 3 fR antaraT fetr 
<rra A wm fe nw fefe #r jft# tr # ri^ feft tnfej 1 ^raMfe ^ 
nf^fe ^jef fer nfe fefe nt 3 nfeR n n# ^ f#i feij n^r 3 i^j tr ^?nfe 
n^i ^ # ntfrfe wrfer #w 3 # fe^fe nr^iR femnn m nmn fem Rrn^Tr ^n 
fefe nt hth A ^ 9 T nm an 1 

(viii) arfafedo (nn nffe) amfSt m ferfen nn 5 n$ # arfel ^ ^fen nm fernnr ^ 
3 mrR nr fern w t 1 3 Tf?fecR nnaffe A fertfer 3 fRm nt^T- afew 
to ^ m# ^ Tferm ^r ^3 tt fern # ?nfeR % 1 n? riYnm r#ro wot ?t fe 
mfe ^ «4nn A tfA nTR7 fep n? cRf 4 # f3T7 fen nnife §7T h^r ^ fe4<J 
dswuY nfen m ffem ^ t (afe t #) 1 #fer#fe ^ n? cfe ^rr nfersn ^ 
^fernr fern t fe non Mfen fefe ntn fet rwt n# f, #? cr grfefej^ 

hfich ^ fe#nR feran t ! frfe 3 ?RTcn, # fe^<n# feR# feln gn 
nran #r ^ fe^ 3 rfe rstr nt ferfer n# n^nr nfen 1 n 4 fefet Y( fYYe m 
RW RSIs? fe wfe RMIri £ «KleK gfe fef -Hfrijl | fAWI^f fe (JcHT 

^fe 3Tfsfe7?nT nnnfe fen A fe rt# 1 3 m: ntrfeft# ^ctr <wA At fenn it 
ffefer fe nRoffe> ffermt 4 fefer n fev ufe fe fer fef wrw 1 

(ix) nffer- ^ 3 tnfe gt gt w ^ - nrm ^ gwr pt fefe fer tfegoife ^ gnm | 3 n 
fefe 1 Tjn3fefe gg gffer- ^ m3w to fe fefer n gfer nr argfe nn f^fe A 
nffe ?t wm t R? nF nm fet fe jfegmfe ^ ggnn §3tT fefe arfencR 
g^g3tfe fen A fefefe gffe- ^ Rgfe to gg ffem ^ 1 ci i -kifYn f fengg A fer 
gfe f# ngg? ^ fern Yr ggfe fife ?t grggn ^ fer fe ngg^ gg fefe g^g- ^ 
3tgfe fen fe fern n^frr ^ arjgm if fef fen 1 
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(x) 3TWJ<R, 1995 1996 % 1999 *4. 2000 cRF 3ig$t 7t Ttgfol TO#* 

3lW 4 3TTOR *R $tjc4t WitR A 3TtenFT g>g3ifa> ^t»TI ^ gf®tg- ^ 3Rtfm TFT^T 

2.83 f^g ftntftg t^n ggT $ l TcR 4 ggwr ttera $ o.ee f^t sfrf 

wftggt aft g* gggg ^ fctoig i.87 fcg t (l^sra^i wfi ggst g cTTO^ 4 

ggRT ^ Ictcig 4 1,87 f^T ift Sllftd £) I ^R3lFft^I gRI SRtfct 3 Ickj<R, 2000 % RT^, 
2001 gg^ git g$tg- *4 3 rrFj 3RRtn 3tgfa (3Rifa g<tHM |^cf€I witn git hpj gg^r 

^ gig git 3Rjt?r) 4 3Tte5t 3 3tW g$tg- ^ 3FT&I WJ 1.80 f^T f^IRT W £ 1 
IRR 4 ggRT fitcig gi 0.46 f^T 3fR H^I48l3{t 4 ggwt fact? 4 1.34 

fcr ynf^d t i gggt gg gger g omT^ 4 ggwr afrttg f&oig 1,22 f^r gg 

5cMT W I 

Rgf WF STfeicPTOT (gtg 3 ffa>) #RT gg 7 T*I t. 2000 7 t nTcS. 2001 git 

31c|1?t A g$tg- ^ 3RRpJ w ^t P)t$1d WI 7t g^tt t I JRfRElT3lt 4 <4>IY U I ^ 
ftefa gg f^RTT RWT 69% t ; Rgfo STgTjgg, 2000 7t n4t, 2001 git 3Rl& it ^T- 
*Jct 3R%( WI 3 ^gggg 4T6T clW! 74% t I W& TR t^RTT t % MgWl3lt g> 
35ROT ^ fcletg git gft 5 cTtjfa 3Tcri^I gt 3ftWT 7t (JcWT git RUt 7ft gg 3igg-R, 2000 

- nRUooi git 3 RjfEr if gt^g- ^ 3 icr&i wra 7 t <p? a#gi £ l o«nft witn it 
gf^g- njct 3i^nEf tppi git ?riPicH gR^r TrgsjFft^t gmrog t^rfct t?t 1 3f%j<R, 
2000 ^ nr^ 2001 3igt?t ^t ^ gMn- ^ sig^n tffi ^ ^r rwt 

1 feg g?t sfren ggtt % fcragg SMifni ^n^rg'tt gg^gwtt 3tgf& A Rgn g^nt ^r 

314 ®t ^rr gRt 4 feR fit^n rt Rgsgr ait 3tfc RctgR »it f^erff^r 3ttatgnFt 
(gRsfng) #nr ^ ^ttcR 7?cr 1 f^ifit ^<H<ft T^tn A gMn- 3R4rtj sigfti g^r 
^gR 5T1 3tTaiR w ^nt*teT g ^ gg gi4 giRR f^4 n# tm ?ngg tnt34M 
gfr ftrftg f^ifct Rtrf^fct srnrg i 

(xi) gtggf&rgit sri ^rgt git c^ ij gt^ gr^ $gg f^ig ^7 q^r gRt wnem 

fifcgT rt 7TcR?[T t I wt 4ggr ^ ^t RdgiHl git nog A Rem gRt git gpf# ^ 
gg^TT t f^ggi w ^gi^ ^t cRR 4 xJttt ggkt gnnt ^t gjt gglSlg Mldg Ri ^t 
gRt ?rr 3Tf?m wgiRrg ft l 3TettgT TRRngfit 4 gig gat git 3nlt)^ti 
wt 7t ^ 4 fc8t gsrgwi gat t^RTgi jrirT git grjett 4 win A git g?t 4 

mg 3infaFg nt^gi RtgaiH ^ n4tng %gj gg wfot t f^R# Rgn 4 fetv nutR 
gwit ■ 1 gFt git *t gat *t ®ig>K RRgpfi git mPtct fcFgt rt ti4 i vjc^awttg 
^ fcF gat ^r ^R ^g% Rdgi-tt git gdtRul^g gR^t 4 fetg git git 4 mg A 

■>tt 57T ggiR gg snwiH t 1 


TFT3fFf4t git 7j?ng 4gT wn t % gg ng^gg ggngt git w%rT g4 3 tR gvt 
^ *th A gl^gi Fttff g>4 naitng figi gtn ?t nt vRtgt ggnig aggg gj^ 1 
TR'iintlci 4 4t^ gg wratott gtnr gg ^gg iRorg ^tgR gR^r wi 3itRi jjgtggr3Tt 
WRt g^ l Titj ggt gg "\3 wRg gRgr yioft|g> ffti % gwit git g4t g4 t? gat ^t 
Rgrarnt 4 ^ggg 75 ^ gt^ git 3rgfa git wtt ^tr€i ggitn 4 3 iwtg g ugQgp f ^ngg 
gg hi g>y^ wrg nn wtg git gmptt f^Rt wig 3ifftggPT (g-esirg) ittw gg 
ftotgg gRtt wig gg fafgigt git wjht git g^ fptt 1 
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(xii) 3ft 1995 -96 ft 1999 - 2000 ftl Pftj gft gft gpgfft ft ft 33 ftRfcf ftftp cf’gTg ^ 
47040 £3 2ft I 33^137 2000 -01 ft UTO ftftFffl ft foR 3rff1tWCI (cggftpp) ftftn ft 

g? ciftH g? fftftfftT gft t ! gig gg grggftfa ftrgg PRfg 37 45000 33 aft fftr 

ft STfftcp ft 3113 eft cT3T3 33 33 RR g3T iR^ 45000 33 aft fftg 3R3 33 cpf^ 

fttfftg gft t I 


(xiii) gftftrftiftr ft ftm fft uft w t, gruft ft trgftnM £rt ggpj gtj gt f^pift ft 
JR^JST fftgft ftft efTeft ^ftft ft ftqR ft M ft 3ft fr | tftftftft ft OTfftPftJT ft 
ft^cl 3i> 3T^ftfJ fftgj f fft gg ftftfftg ftrpfft 7ftft 33ft 7133 313337 ftV lift ftj 
ft TjftN gift I ?ftft 31 HM ftTftftft gRT 33 T 3 33 3 t 3^1 3 ft £ ftN ftyftfftRT 

ftfeift Tftfa 33 ft ft ftgftg cpTftgftftftr ft 33 37 fftarr? fftgi gp tjgp £ i iftTftpftft 
§RT INtft TJeRT ft PeP 3eteP I fft ftftlft Tftfa ftT 3PPjg3, 2000 ft g£ 2000 ftt 
sicifft ft ciFj g>?ft ft qrR gft ftftfg fftift 97 gftgg g?ft pftftgi jom gft 351 £i 
ftftt f^rfft ft ftftftftg *gftg ftt wfteg cpft ft ftgg ft ftiftftft ft 3p^ftg cpi 
ftt£ g?gj gft t 1 


m g^rppfgw 3ift w fftj gftt gsg gm ft siwr tr w gft^, -^tt^ 

Tgftg ftf tp%p cpftr ft ftgftlftft ft jrcgrg gft arcftgg? 3R3 t % \ 


tri. w?g, aiKTO 
[ft. fftgppi/ 1 43/'ggr*-7TRi/2 0 01 ] 


TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 
New Delhi, the 15th October, 2001 
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This Authority passed an Order on 24 November 1998 prescribing an efficiency 
linked increase In the Vessel Related Charges (ELT Scheme) at the Mormugao Port Trust 
(MOPT). Based on the experience gained from operationalisation of the formulation approved 
by this Authority, the Scheme was to be reviewed to reduce subjectivity In assessment and 
remove practical difficulties. 

1.2. In the light of various issues that arose during the review of the ELT Scheme, 

and taking Into consideration the views of the MOPT, the Goa Mineral Ores Exporters’ 
Association (GMOEA) and other user organisations, the Scheme was revised by this Authority 
vide its Order dated 31 August 2000. 

2.1. The MOPT has sent a representation for a review of the (revised) ELT Scheme 
on various grounds. 

2.2. The MOPT has made the following points In its representation: 

(I). Out of 32 vessels loaded at the Mechanised Ore Handling Plant (MOHP) from 
1 October 2000 to 18 November 2000, 12 vessels have exceeded the cut off 
limit prescribed under the ELT Scheme. 

(ii). In all the cases, the delay is due to shortage of cargo at the stockyard, which is 
primarily the responsibility of the shippers to arrange. 

(ill). These vessels have exceeded the cut-off limits In spite of a high loading rate 
achieved by the MOHP. 

(iv). The sample size considered may be small. But, the Port is apprehensive of 
repetition of such instances in which the Port's Incentive is lost for reasons of 
negligence on the part of the users. 

2.3. The MOPT has made the following requests for our consideration: 

(I). The formula for ELT Scheme may be modified by taking into account only the 
loading performance at Berth No. 9. The welghtage given in the existing ELT 
Scheme to pre-berthing period should be excluded and the tum-around time at 
the berth should be calculated from the time the vessel Is berthed till It is 
unberthed after completion of loading. 

(ii) . The present loading rate fixed by the charters with the exporters for the vessels 

loaded at the MOHP Is around 45000 tonnes per day. Hence this load rate is 
proposed as the norm while revising the ELT Scheme. 

(iii) . An interim order may be passed for not releasing the rebate until the proposal 

is entirely reviewed by this Authority. This request has been made keeping in 
view the possible demand from the port users for payment of penal interest on 
delayed refund. 

3. ' The representation of the MOPT was considered by us in our meeting held on 

5 January 2001. It was decided to initiate a formal proceeding to review the ELT Scheme with 
a specific reference to the pre-berthing time component of the Scheme. The request of the 
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MOPT to issue an interim Order was not acceded to. It was decided that unless and until the 
review proceedings resulted In a revised Order, the arrangement originally prescribed in our 
Order dated 31 August 2000 would remain in force. These decisions were conveyed to the 
MOPT. 

4.1. In accordance with the procedure prescribed, a copy of the representation of 

the MOPT was forwarded to the concerned representative bodies of port users for comments 
specifically on the pre-berthing time component of the Scheme. The comments received are 
summarised below:- 

Indlan National Shipowners Association (IN3A) 

(i) . Due welghtage may be given to the views of the exporters who will forward 

their comments on the statement made by the MOPT In Its letter dated 14 
November 2000 that “Delay, if any, on account of consolidation of cargo is 
attributed to the user exporters.” 

(ii) . The MOPT shall not insist on exclusion of the pre-berthing detention from the 

present ELT Scheme, specially under the present scenario where the ship 
owners, chaterers, etc., look for an efficient and competitive port so as to keep 
the operational cost of vessels and commodities to a minimum possible level. 
The Port has to become efficient as well as competitive and user friendly in the 
present competitive scenario; otherwise, countries like Australia & Brazil, 
where the handling operations are faster and efficient, will be benefited further, 
if Japanese buyers shift their share of import of Iron ore from Goa to these 
countries. 

The Goa Mineral Ore Exporters’ Association (GMQEA) 

(i) . A review of the revised ELT scheme is unwarranted at present as the Issue 

sought to be reviewed Is not a rectification of a mistake apparent on record, but 
of prevailing logic and approach, and base model on which the ELT scheme 
has been designed. 

(ii) . The issues on the basis of which the MOPT is seeking review are not new; 

and, have been raised during earlier deliberations, the apparent reason being a 
loss of revenue at berth no. 9. The review is unjustified on the following 
grounds: 

(a) . It is extremely premature to arrive at the conclusive decision based on 

the operation of the ELT scheme for a period of one month only; and 
hence, the MOPT’s request for a review is based on an 
unrepresentative sample and should be dropped. 

(b) . The Port users are largely the same over the last five years (which 

constitutes the base average on which the ELT Scheme Is designed); 
and, are responsible entities which operates with commercial profit 
motives. Therefore, the MOPT’s allegation that users acts in a willful 
negligence and fails to arrange the cargo is an unfounded one and 
baseless. 

(c) . The Authority's order dated 31 August 2000 specifically provides that 

the revenue earnings from the old scheme is not to be taken as a base 
for protection under all circumstances; hence, the MOPT’s request to 
review the ELT scheme based on the reason of loss of incentive at 
berth no. 9 cannot be considered. 

(d) . Since the Authority had already ruled out the possibility of review of the 

revised ELT scheme along with the proposal of the vessel-related 
charges, the review at this stage is unwarranted; hence, it is requested 
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to reconsider the decision to Initiate a formal review of the revised ELT 
scheme with specific reference to the pre-berthing time component. 


The Mormu goa Ship Agents Association (MSAA) 


(1). The MOPT has considered only the first month (October 2000) as the basis of 
its review petition. It Is submitted that the Port opens In the middle of 
September after the monsoon season for shipment of Iron ore, but heavy 
nomination of vessels takes place only during October, as there are some 
intermittent post-monsoon showers In September and the cargo still remains 
too wet to ship. In spite of the best efforts of the exporters to collect cargo In 
time, the intermittent post-monsoon showers at mines even In October affects 
the loading and discharging points at berth no. 9 and 10; and, the normal 
handling takes more than the average time. This is the reason the vessels 
have to wait for collection of cargo during October. This situation has been 
happening during earlier years also. The data submitted by the port is a 
testimony to this effect. In the month of October, 10 out 20 vessels were 
eligible for the rebate whereas in November, only two vessels were eligible for 
the rebate and likewise very few vessels were eligible for rebate in the month 
of December and, January & February 2001. 

(ii). The pre-berthing detention of vessels at berth no. 9 as informed by the port to 
the users for the months of November (1.29 days), December (2.05 days) and, 
January 2001 (1.91 days) were all lower than the pre-berthing detention in 
OctoDer (2.41 days). The number of vessels eligible for refund will go down 
further in the subsequent months; and, therefore, there appears to be no 
ground for revision of the ELT scheme based on the experience of one month 
or at the beginning of the season. 

(III). If at all it is considered necessary to exclude the delay on account of vessels 
waiting for cargo from the present ELT scheme, then, the pre-berthing 
detention formula of 2.83 days will have to be lowered down further to 
accommodate the vessels already having the cargo ready at berth, but have to 
wait for various other reasons. 


(iv) . While arriving at the figure of 2.83 days as the average pre-berthing detention 

in the ELT scheme, initial waiting period of the vessels for reasons explained in 
sub-para (i) above have already been covered in the cut-off limit. 

(v) . In view of above, sufficient time may be allowed for implementation of the 

scheme, (at least one season); and, based on its results, the case may be 
taken up at the end of the season. 


4.2. The Goa Chamber of Commerce and Industry has not sent any comments. 

5. Copies of the comments received from the user-organisations were forwarded 

to the MOPT as feed back Information. The points made by the MOPT in response are 
summarised below:- 


(i) . Pre-berthing time under the revised ELT Scheme should exclude the time on 

account of delay in consolidation of cargo by the user. 

(ii) . The same argument repeatedly advanced by the INSA, GMOEA and others on 

the viability of ore trade and other factors, which have not affected the iron ore 
traffic through this port for decades of its existence, has no substance. 

(iii) . As regards the contention of the GMOEA, it is stated that the port had 

reckoned the pre-revlsed ELT Scheme (upto 30 September 2000) as a sequel 
to the totality of vessel-related charges as per the TAMP Order dated 30 
November 1998. The TAMP had Itself clarified that the income from the 
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revised ELT Scheme is to be treated as different from that arising out of 
vessel-related charges revision. 

(iv). It is agreed that the cut off limits will be based on past 5 years performance 
evening out the effect of high, low or abnormal working conditions over a 
period of time. The period reckoned should, however, not weigh against the 
interest of the port and the delay on account of cargo accumulation by the 
exporters needs to be isolated In order to find the actual productivity at berth 
no. 9. 


(v). The present ELT Scheme is defective to the extent that It does not reward the 
agency that enhances efficiency; but, on the contrary, results in losses to the 
port for becoming more efficient at a higher cost (e.g., incentive to workers, 
relatively high maintenance cost of machinery for uninterrupted service etc.). 

6- The MOPT was requested to furnish vessel-wise details of pre-berthing waiting 
time (with Its break up) relating to vessels handled at the MOHP for the period from October 
1996 to May 2000 and for the period October 2000 to May 2001. The MOPT has furnished the 
requisite information. 

7 - A joint hearing in this case was held on 14 May 2001 at the MOPT and this 
case was taken up along with the proposal of the MOPT for revision of vessel-related charges. 
At the Joint hearing, the following submissions were made with reference to the instant case: 


(i). We are giving rebate for no fault of ours, the TAMP must take some decision in 
this regard. (In the old scheme, there was a provision for working anchorage; 
it Is not there now.) 


(II). We have to allow a vessel to enter; otherwise, they cannot register arrival and 
ask for the berth, etc. We cannot keep them outside. 


(i). The ELT formula is perfect. There is a 2.83 days for ‘slack’. The MOPT is 
exaggerating. 


(II). The traffic has increased and the port has earned more than Rs.2 crores as 
premium. 

(iii). The MOPT has not updated the cut-off figure by taking into account the rolling 
five-year average. The same shall be done with effect from 1 April 2001 as 
stated by the MOPT. 


8 - Even as this case was being processed, the MOPT has been regularly sending 

communications every month intimating the performance of the ELT Scheme. The emphasis in 
all these communications has been the ‘notional loss’ to the MOPT due to operation of the 
revised ELT Scheme vis-6-vis the original Scheme. 


9- With reference to the totality of information collected during the processing of 

this case, and based on the collective application of mind, the following position emerges: 

(i). Under the original ELT Scheme, the Port was earning a premium on almost all 
the vessels loaded at the MOHP. At the time of revision of the ELT Scheme, 
the Port had also pleaded for protecting the revenue eameo out of the original 
ELT Scheme. This Authority did not agree to this request. 


(ii). 


The financial loss reported by the MOPT Is with reference to loss of premium it 
would have earned if the original ELT Scheme had continued. The net 
earnings out of this scheme are no doubt below the earnings the MOPT would 
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have achieved if the original scheme had continued. In absolute terms, 
however, the revised ELT Scheme has not resulted in any financial loss to the 
MOPT. 

(in). As has been mentioned earlier, the 'notional loss’ reported by the MOPT is 
with reference to what the Port would have earned under the onglnal ELT 
Scheme. It cannot really be called a loss. The notional loss Indicated by the 
Port only shows the quantum of reduction in what can be called an unjust 
ennchment to the Port. It is noteworthy that the issue of protecting the revenue 
from the onginal ELT Scheme was specifically considered by this Authonty 
while introducing the revised scheme. It was then decided that revenue from 
the onginal scheme could not be taken as a base for protection. That being so, 
determination of (notional) financial loss with reference to the onginal scheme 
is irrelevant, and does not stand scrutiny. 

(Iv). One of the reasons for the ‘notional loss’ cited by the Port is that the existing 
scheme is not applicable to the working anchorages. The issue of Inclusion of 
the time taken for transhipment at midstream in the ELT Scheme was 
specifically considered by t> iis Authority at the time of Introducing the existing 
scheme. In the proceedings relating to that case, the MOPT had stated that 
this operation be excluded from the ELT Scheme since delays in transhipment 
would not affect other incoming / outgoing vessels. The GMOEA had also 
agreed with this. Accordingly, it was decided that the Scheme would 
encompass only the penod from entry of the vessel into the Port to its exit from 
the berth. No change is, therefore, called for in respect of this provision. 

(v) . As has already been mentioned, the loss reported by the MOPT is with 

reference to the ‘loss’ of additional premium it would have earned under the 
onginal ELT Scheme and the (notional) loss on working anchorages. 

The position reported by the MOPT every month reveals that out of 160 
vessels handled at the MOHP during October 2000 - May 2001, the MOPT 
has had to pay the rebate on berth hire only in 50 cases. The net additional 
earning to the port on account of operation of this scheme is around Rs. 81 
lakhs for this period. That being so, there Is no reason to apprehend that the 
introduction of ELT Scheme has affected for Port’s financial position adversely. 

(vi) . The Vessel Related Charges at the MOPT have recently been revised. The 

Income from the ELT Scheme has been considered under vessel related 
activity. This had to be done since some of the expenditure relating to 
performance Improvements at the MOHP had been considered at the time of 
revision of Cargo Related Charges. The MOPT has already been advised to 
maintain a separate account of income and expenditure relating to the ELT 
Scheme so that a clear picture can emerge of the net impact on the port as a 
result of productivity improvements. In any case, berth hire charges of the 
MOHP have recently been revised upwards by 15%. This will enable the 
MOPT to levy premium and allow rebate, as the case may be, on the revised 
berth hire. Consldenng the trend in the past and recognising the productivity 
improvements In the last 5 years, the future trend indicates that the cases 
where rebate is to be allowed by the Port will be less than the cases where the 
port can charge premium. That being so, the additional net income from the 
ELT Scheme can only be expected to go up in the future. It is noteworthy that 
this position had also been recognised by the MOPT while estimating income 
for the exercise relating to revision of Vessel Related Charges. The MOPT 
had itself projected net income (i.e. Premium less rebate) from the ELT 
Scheme as Rs. 245 lakhs for each of the years 2001-02 and 2002-03 at the 
pre-revised rate of berth hire and anchorage fees. 

(vll). The MOPT’s request to exclude pre-berthing detention has already been 
considered by this Authonty while framing the revised ELT Scheme. Both the 





[HFT III—73^4] 


<l'5m : 3TOMTW 


15 


MOPT and the users agreed that the Scheme should be applicable to 
anchorage charges also. The MOPT's request to exclude some delays in pre¬ 
berthing was not agreed to, since such delays were also considered in the 5- 
year average against which the actual performance would be measured. 

(vlli). The cut-off period has been prescribed based on the performance achieved 
during the past 5-year period. The average pre-berthing detention time 
prescribed in the cut-off limit includes delay on account of consolidation of 
cargo. It can be reasonably presumed that delay on account of consolidation 
of cargo had occurred in the past also since such delays have been (and, are) 
a part of the shipping trade. The GMOEA's arguments that the port users are 
largely the same over the last five years; and, they are responsible entities 
operating with commercial considerations are relevant in this context Further, 
a ship-owner may not like to delay his ship at the port only to take advantage of 
the ELT Scheme. The benefit of rebate In berth hire cannot come anywhere 
near the standing cost of the ship. Since the actual performance is compared 
with the cut-off limit, the MOPT cannot reasonably seek exclusion only of the 
delay on account of consolidation of cargo from the actual performance. 

(ix) . The pre-berthing detention has two components viz. delay on account of port 

and delay on account of users. The MOPT's request to exclude pre-berthing 
detention can be justified if it is found that the delay on account of users 
forming part of pre-berthing detention time prescribed In the cut-off limit varies 
significantly from similar delay In the actual performance and such variation is 
disproportionate with the overall trend of pre-berthing detention time. 

(x) . Based on a 5-year average pertaining to the period from October 1995-May 

1996 to October 1999-May 2000, the pre-berthing detention time in the cut-off 
limit in the ELT Scheme has been prescribed at 2.83 days. This comprises 
0.86 day of delay on account of port and 1.97 days of delay attributable to 
users (which includes 1.87 days of delay on account of non-stacking of cargo). 
The data for the pre-berthing detention period October 2000 to March 2001 
(i.e. the period after introduction of the existing ELT Scheme) furnished by the 
MOPT indicates an average pre-berthing detention time of 1.80 days. This 
includes 0.46 day of delay attributable to the port and 1.34 days of delay 
attributable to users. Non-stacking of cargo has reportedly contributed to an 
average delay of 1.22 days. 

With reference to the cut-off limit, there is definitely a reduction in the pre¬ 
berthing detention time during the period October 2000 to March 2001. The 
share of delay attributable to users is about 69% In the cut-off limit prescribed; 
whereas it has been observed that its share in the pre-berthing detention time 
during the period October 2000 to March 2001 is about 74%. This shows that 
the reasons attributable to users have contributed marginally higher to the pre- 
berthing detention time during October 2000 - March 2001 when compared 
with the 5-year period average. Nevertheless, Inclusion of pre-berthing 
detention In the Scheme has not put the MOPT in a disadvantageous position. 
During the period from October 2000 to March 2001, there has been ari 
average slack of about 1 day available In the pre-berthing detention component 
of the MOPT, which it could have utilised to compensate (even) if there was 
any deficiency in the loading performance at the MOHP during the 
corresponding period and still would have turned around vessels with In the cut¬ 
off time limit prescribed. That being so, there appears no reason to exclude 
the pre-berthing detention period from the ELT Scheme on the ground that It 
causes an adverse Impact on financial position of the MOPT. 

(xi). The possible delay in aggregating cargo by the shippers can be tackled by the 
port operationally. The Port can admit only such vessels to enter the Port, 
which have adequate cargo for loading at the stackyard as certified to that 
effect by the concerned shippers. Further, the existing provision in the Scale of 
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Rates of the MOPT about levying penal berth hire charges for unauthorised 
occupation of the berth beyond the stipulated time period can also be suitably 
amended to cover the Instances of vessels idling at berth for want of sufficient 
cargo for loading. It is noteworthy that a similar provision exists in the Scale of 
Rates of the JNPT to discourage idling of vessels at berths. 

The MOPT is advised to examine the suggestions made above and to come up 
with an appropriate proposal If any amendment to the existing conditionalities 
in the Scale of Rates Is to be made. It will be useful for the MOPT to consult its 
users while formulating such a proposal. It is, however, relevant here to 
mention that the period of idling of vessels at berths for want of cargo will 
continue to be accounted for while measuring the actual performance under 
the ELT Scheme since such delays have been reckoned with while prescribing 
the cut-off limit. 

(xll). The average daily loading rate during the 5-year period from 1995-96 to 1999- 
2000 was 47040 tonnes. Accordingly, this loading rate has been prescribed In 
the cut-off limit for the fair season 2000-01. When the past 5-year average 
loading rate exceeds 45000 tonnes per day, there is no logic in reducing the 
level of the loading rate to 45000 tonnes per day, just because of its stipulation 
In the charter deed. 

(xiii). As has been correctly pointed out by the GMOEA, the issues agitated by the 
MOPT In this case are not for rectification of mistakes apparent on the face of 
the record. The MOPT has only requested this Authority to modify the logic 
and approaches adopted while formulating the revised ELT Scheme. Further, 
the Issues raised by the MOPT are not new and have been considered in the 
proceedings relating to formulation of the revised ELT Scheme. The 
information furnished by the MOPT shows that the ELT Scheme during its 
operation from October 2000 to May 2001 has not had any adverse impact on 
the financial position of the Port That being so, there is no merit in the request 
of the MOPT for a review of the revised ELT Scheme. 

10. In the result, and for the reasons given above, and based on a collective 

application of mind, this Authority rejects the representation of the MOPT for a review of the 
existing ELT Scheme. 


S. SATHYAM, Chairman 
[No. ADVT/143/Exira/2001 ] 
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